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Philadelphia,  November  17,  1874. 
Right  Rev.  Wm.  Bacon  Stevens.  D.  D. 

My  Dear  Bishop  : 

Since  our  conversation,  yesterday  morning,  I  received  and  have  care¬ 
fully  examined  the  Rev.  Dr.  Seymour’s  pamphlet  entitled  “The  Issue  of 
Fact.”  I  compared  it  with  statements  made  by  him  over  his  signature 
to  the  House  of  Deputies,  in  secret  session,  and  with  Bishop  Coxe’s  let¬ 
ters,  and  also  with  other  reliable  testimony  in  my  possession,  with  the 
following  result  : 

On  the  21st  of  October,  a  letter  from  Bishop  Coxe,  was  read  in  the 
House  of  Deputies,  stating  that  “a  Reverend  gentleman,  well  known  as 
an  active  agent  of  the  C.  B.  S  ,  or  the  system  it  sustains,  was  permitted 
to  lecture  to  students  of  the  Seminary,  in  a  private  room,  on  his  peculiar 
views  of  the  Holy  Eucharist.”  As  will  also  be  seen  on  page  197  of  the 
Daily  Churchman,  the  following  reply  was  made:  “Information  having 
been  furnished  to  the  Rev.  Dr  Seymour,  of  the  charges  contained  in  the 
letter  of  the  Bishop  of  Western  New  York,  the  Rev.  Dr.  Spaulding,  of 
Pittsburg,  presented  the  following  papers  on  the  same  day :  I  never 
allowed  or  knew  of  any  Priest  of  the  C.  B.  S.,  being  in  the  Seminary  or 
lecturing  to  the  students  on  any  occasion  whatsoever,  since  I  have  been  in 
charge  of  the  Seminary.  I  have  never  permitted  any  one  to  lecture  or 
address  the  students  in  any  case  whatsoever,  without  the  consent  of  the 
Faculty.”  George  F.  Seymour. 

In  another  communication  of  the  same  date,  he  said  : 

“I  also  affirm  that  I  never  permitted  any  one  to  address  the  students, 
or  lecture  to  them  on  any  occasion,  without  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  the  Faculty,  and  that  if  such  things  have  been  done,  they  have  occur¬ 
red  without  my  knowledge  and  consent,  and  in  case  I  had  known  them, 
would  have  been  prohibited  by  me.” 

George  F.  Seymour. 

These  papers  were  read  in  the  House  of  Deputies,  and  knowing  that 
Prof.  Seymour  uses  the  English  language  understandiugly,  the  Deputies 
were  naturally  impressed  with  the  belief  that  the  person  indicated  by 
Bishop  Coxe  had  never  been  in  the  Seminary  or  lectured  there  or  else- 
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where  to  the  students,  so  far  as  Prof.  Seymour  knew  at  the  time  of  his 
writing,  he  having  said  I  never  allowed  or  knew ,  &c. 

The  inference  was  equally  natural  that  if  Prof.  Seymour  ever  became 
assured  that  such  a  lecture  as  that  indicated  by  Bishop  Coxe  had  been 
delivered,  he  would  not,  by  his  silence,  have  given  consent,  but  would 
have  shown  publicly,  his  disapproval  of  such  a  violation  of  the 
discipline  of  the  Semiuary. 

On  page  198  is  the  following  question  by  the  Rev.  Dr.  Stringfellow, 
who  also  was  procuring  evidence  to  neutralize  the  effect  upon  the  House 
of  Deputies  made  by  the  reading  of  Bishop  Coxe’s  letter  to  Judge  Smith, 
a  Deputy  from  Western  New  York.  “Did  any  person,  Bishop,  Priest, 
Deacon  or  Layman  ever  challenge  your  acknowledgment  or  confession 
to  having  permitted  the  Rev.  Mr.  Grafton  or  any  other  person  not  con¬ 
nected  with  the  Seminary,  to  lecture  or  address  the  students?”  On  the 
same  page  you  will  find  the  following  reply,  made  by  Prof.  Seymour  on 
the  21st  of  October,  over  his  own  signature:  “  I  never  acknowledged  nor 
confessed  to  having  done  so  ;  and  hence  I  do  not  see  how  any  one  could 
ever  have  so  challenged.” 

I  will  now  quote  from  Prof.  Seymour’s  statements,  printed  on  page  4, 
of  the  “  Issue  of  Pact.”  “It  is  not  true  that  Bishop  Coxe  obtained  his 
version  of  the  matter  when  he  was  in  the  Seminary  as  a  visitor  of  the 
same  in  the  Spring  of  1873,  for  at  that  visitation,  the  moment  the  fact  of 
Father  Grafton’s  lectures  was  mentioned,  I  stated  to  him  in  terms  too 
strong  and  clear  to  permit  the  possibility  of  mistake,  that  those  lectures 
were  delivered  without  my  knowledge  or  consent,  and  that  if  I  had  known 
of  them  in  time,  I  should  certainly  have  prohibited  them.”  Bishop  Coxe, 
in  his  letter  to  me,  dated  October  21st,  1874  (s ee  Daily  Churchman ,  page 
198),  when  speaking  of  the  lectures  of  Mr.  Grafton,  said  :  “  When  I  ex¬ 
pressed  my  surprise  to  Dr.  Seymour  that  a  volunteer  Professor  had  been 
introduced  by  him  within  the  walls  of  the  Seminary,  he  defended  himself 
ou  the  general  ground,  that  ‘  the  person  was  a  presbyter  of  the  Church.’  ” 
I  have  the  deliberately  written  statements  of  two  Professors  of  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Theological  Seminary,  made  over  their  own  signatures,  and  dated 
New  York,  November  2d,  1874.  One  of  them  writes  :  “  At  the  visitation 
of  the  Bishop  of  Western  New  York,  the  question  was  asked  whether  the 
students  were  liable  to  the  influences  of  teachers  other  than  those  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Trustees.  This  incident  of  the  visit  of  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Grafton  to  the  General  Theological  Seminary,  among  other  matters,  was 
alluded  to  in  illustration  of  such  liability.  Dr.  Seymour  defended  Mr. 
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Grafton  as  above  the  possibility  of  availing  liiraself  of  such  an  occasion 
in  order  to  do  improperly  anything  in  the  Institution,  and  I  have  no 
recollection  of  any  intimation  by  Prof.  Seymour  of  having  not  known  of 
Mr.  Grafton’s  visit.”  The  other  Professor  has  given  a  full  and  minute 
description  of  Prof.  Seymour’s  conduct  in  relation  to  Mr.  Grafton’s  visit, 
and  I  make  the  following  extracts  from  his  letter  in  my  possession  : 

‘‘I  do  remember  that  Bishop  Coxe,  on  that  occasion,  denying  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  admitting  any  Clergyman  without  due  authorization  to  instruct 
the  students,  said,  ‘Why  even  I,  a  Bishop  of  the  Church,  would  deem 
that  I  should  be  violatiug  the  proprieties  of  the  case,  if  I  should  meet  and 
instruct  students  in  the  seminary,  without  such  due  authorization,’  or 
words  to  that  effect;”  again,  “I  took  occasion,  shortly  after  receiving  the 
information,  to  say  to  the  Rev.  George  F.  Seymour,  D.D.,  acting  Dean 
of  the  Seminary,  that  I  had  been  informed  that  Mr.  Grafton  had  so  visited 
and  instructed  the  students.”  “  He  then  replied  by  maintaining  his  right 
and  his  purpose  when  occasions  were  given,  to  admit  any  ordained  and 
recognized  Clergyman  who  might  wish  to  visit  the  students,  and  whom 
the  students  might  wish  to  see.”  “He  also  said  that  they  should  have 
free  access  in  the  Seminary  buildings  without  regard  to  the  theological 
position  or  views  of  the  Clergymen  in  question.”  “  From  the  whole  tenor 
of  the  conversation  it  was  apparent  that  the  acting  Dean  had  known  of 
Mr.  Grafton’s  presence  at  the  seminary  and  of  his  visiting  the  students, 
and  he  expressly  stated  that  Mr.  Grafton,  while  here,  had  called  at  his 
house  in  the  Seminary  building,  and  that  he  had  seen  him  and  conversed 
with  him  there.” 

These  written  statements,  made  reluctantly  and  cautiously,  fully  cor¬ 
roborate  the  statement  made  by  Bishop  Coxe,  but  the  oral  testimony 
given  to  me  by  Bishops  who  had  examined  their  students  and  who  desired 
to  avoid  giving  publicity  to  the  names  of  young  men  just  entering  the 
sacred  Ministry,  was  much  stronger  than  the  written  testimony  already 
given. 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  how  admissions  made  to  Bishop  Coxe  in 
the  presence  of  others  and  repeated  very  emphatically  to  a  fellow-Pro- 
fessor,  could  be  forgotten.  Yet  there  are  many  well-authenticated  in¬ 
stances  of  such  impressions  being  effaced  from  the  mind  by  a  strong 
necessity  for  self-justification,  or  by  subsequent  anxieties  and  excite¬ 
ments.  It  should  also  be  borne  in  mind  that  Professor  Seymour  is  in  a 
trying  position  by  holding  office  in  a  General  Theological  Seminary, 
when,  as  his  most  intimate  friends  allege,  his  belief  in  regard  to  the 
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controverted  doctrines  of,  and  practices  in  the  Church,  are  in  thorough 
accord  with  those  held  and  enunciated  by  that  outspoken  gentleman, 
the  Rev.  .Tames  De  Koven. 

Prof.  Seymour’s  assertion,  if  he  can  verify  it,  that  he  did  not 
give  his  sanction,  or  even  his  silent  assent,  to  the  instruction  given  by 
the  Rev.  Mr.  Grafton,  will  place  him,  in  my  judgment,  in  afar  worse 
position  than  if  he  had  sanctioned  it.  Men  rarely,  as  in  Prof.  Seymoui  s 
case,  attempt  to  justify  themselves  for  what  they  neither  did  nor  allowed 
to  be  done.  After  Prof.  Seymour  learned  that  a  noted  leader  in  a  move¬ 
ment,  that  should  be  termed  retrograding  Churchmanship,  had  lectured 
to  students  in  the  Semiuary  on  two  evenings,  on  subjects  that  did  not 
appertain  to  his  own  chair,  and  did  belong  to  other  Professors,  it  was  his 
duty  to  make  diligent  inquiry  into  the  full  scope  of  the  lectures  and  in¬ 
structions,  and  to  bring  the  students  before  the  Faculty  for  reproof  or 
expulsion,  guarding  the  Seminary  against  a  repetition  of  this  gross  abuse 
of  privilege,  and  of  wrong  to  the  other  Professors  who  are  alone  autho¬ 
rized  to  lecture  on  some  of  the  important  subjects  treated  of  by  Mr. 
Grafton.  Insult  was  added  to  this  injury,  for  one  of  the  Professors  tried 
in  vain  to  induce  Prof.  Seymour  to  realize  the  injustice  done  to  his  de¬ 
partment.  This  Professor  prepared  a  cautionary  lecture  for  the  Senior 
Class,  showing  the  wrong  done  to  the  Institution  and  to  the  Students,  by 
encouraging  and  listening  to  volunteer  lecturers,  especially  when,  as  in 
this  case,  the  teacher  holds  extravagent  view’s  of  important  doctrines  and 
usages,  not  sanctioned  by  this  Church.  The  Professor  prepared  his  ad¬ 
dress  writh  care,  submitting  it  to  another  Professor,  and  it  was  read  in 
the  House  of  Deputies  at  my  request. 

The  propriety  and  necessity  of  such  precaution  to  students  in  a  General 
Theological  Seminary  must  be  apparent  to  all  sound  Churchmen,  yet 
Prof.  Seymour  publishes  in  his  “Issue  of  Fact,”  on  page  8,  the  deposi¬ 
tion  of  George  Henry  Higgins,  a  Presbyter  of  Illinois,  that  w'heu  the 
Professor  of  Systematic  Theology  delivered  that  lecture,  “it  was  received 
by  the  students  with  a  great  deal  of  merriment.” 

Ou  page  4,  it  will  be  seen  that  Prof.  Seymour  never  inquired  into  the 
particulars  of  Mr.  Grafton’s  teachings  until  after  liis  “confirmation  was 
defeated.”  Yet  he  made  a  positive  denial  of  a  fact  known  to  Bishop 
Coxe,  from  notes  taken  by  one  or  more  of  his  students.  Prof.  Seymour 
now  confesses,  after  reading  the  notes  taken  by  other  students,  that 
Mr.  Grafton  did  teach  just  what  Bishop  Coxe  asserted,  but  he  failed 
to  state  that  Mr.  Grafton  reported  the  case  of  a  woman  cured  of 
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lockjaw  by  receiving  tbe  Holy  Eucharist.  The  Bishop  of  Central 
New  York  told  me  of  the  unhappy  reactionary  effect  upon  one  or  more  of 
his  students  produced  by  the  symbols,  books  and  doings  in  some  of  the 
rooms  of  students  in  the  Seminary,  and  as  the  student  or  students  re¬ 
ported,  with  the  open  or  tacit  approval  of  Prof.  Seymour.  The  Bishop 
of  Ohio  said  to  me  that  he  cared  not  whether  Prof.  Seymour  knew  or  did 
not  know  of  the  instruction  given  by  Mr.  Grafton ,  for  if,  as  acting  Dean 
he  did  not  know  it,  when  all  the  students  were  invited,  he  was  so  cul¬ 
pably  remiss  as  to  show  his  entire  unfitness  for  that  position. 

The  Rev.  Mr.  Grafton  being  an  honorable  man,  it  is  hard  to  believe 
that  he  deliberately  concealed  himself  two  nights  in  the  Seminary  Build¬ 
ings,  in  a  part  of  which  Prof.  Seymour  resides,  or  that  he  consented  to 
lecture  in  a  formal  manner  in  a  General  Theological  Seminary,  on  the 
second  evening  of  his  visit  when  all  the  students  were  invited,  without 
receiving  in  some  form,  an  assurance  of  the  assent  of  the  Dean,  or  pos¬ 
sessing  a  full  knowledge  that  their  views  were  in  strict  accord.  An  agree¬ 
ment  in  certain  doctiinal  views  no  doubt  justified  Prof.  Seymour  in 
averring,  after  Mr.  Grafton  had  delivered  the  lectures,  that  he  was  “above 
the  possibility  of  availing  himself  of  such  an  occasion  in  order  to  do  im¬ 
properly  anything  in  the  Institution.”  That  there  was  some  arrange¬ 
ment  by  which  thexDeau  was  not  to  be  officially  informed  of  Mr.  Graf¬ 
ton’s  lec'ures,  is  rendered  more  than  probable  by  the  following  testimony 
on  page  9.  ‘‘Robert  B.  Drane,  declined  to  be  present,  because  he  under¬ 
stood  that  the 'Dean  knew  nothing  about  the  matter.” 

It  appears  on  page  11,  that  every  student  in  the  Seminary  was 
specially  invited  to  attend  the  lecture  on  the  second  evening,  and  on 
page  9  it  is  made  evident  that  Mr.  Grafton’s  visit  was  not  an  unexpected 
call,  but  a  premeditated  visit  on  a  written  invitation. 

George  Henry  Higgins,  a  Presbyter  of  the  Diocese  of  Illinois,  thus 
swears  (as  will  be  seen  on  page  7)  :  “I  was  invited  by  the  said  Mr.  H. 
M.  Torbert  to  meet  in  his  room  the  Rev.  C.  C.  Grafton,  of  Boston,  who 
was  temporarily  in  the  city  of  New  York,  on  his  way  to,  or  from  Boston; 
that  I  accepted  the  invitation,  and  met  besides  the  Rev.  Mr.  Grafton, 
three  or  four  of  my  fellow-students,  whom  I  knew  as  the  intimate  friends 
of  Mr.  Torbert.  Tbe  evening  was  passed  in  pleasant  general  conversation, 
and  towards  its  close,  a  suggestion  was  made  either  by  myself,  or  by  one 
of  the  students  present,  that  if  Mr.  Grafton’s  stay  in  New  York  was  pro¬ 
longed  over  one  night,  we  might  be  allowed  to  meet  him  again  the  next 
evening,  and  that  he  would  tell  us  something  of  the  work  carried  on  by 
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the  Order  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist.”  The  general  inaccuracy  of  this 
gentleman's  testimony  is  shown  by  its  want  of  correspondence  with 
other  testimony,  and  by  his  swearing  that  the  Rev.  Dr.  Seymour  knew 
nothing  whatever  of  the  meeting  ;  also,  “that  the  whole  matter  of  Mr. 
Grafton’s  address  related  to  the  personal  purity  of  life  necessary  for 
those  who  are  called  to  holy  orders.  That  nothing  in  regard  to  the  Holy 
Communion  was  the  subject  matter  of  either  evening.”  On  page  12, 
Walter  Russell  Gardner,  Deacon,  swears  thus  :  “The  day  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Grafton  arrived  at  the  Seminary,  Mr.  Torbert  and  I  agreed  that  we  would 
each,  at  supper  time,  invite  such  students  to  his  (Mr.  Torbert’s)  room, 
as  we  thought  would  like  to  meet  him. 

When  we  were  assembled,  there  were  so  many  present  and  there  was 
so  little  opportunity  for  each  individual  to  converse  with  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Grafton,  that  it  was  suggested  tljat  he  make  some  sort  of  address. 
Accordingly  he  addressed  us  at  some  length  in  quite  an  informal  way.” 
“The  next  evening  at  supper,  I  again  assisted  in  inviting  students  to 
Mr.  Torbert’s  room.”  On  page  9,  Messrs.  Tompkins,  Jun.,  Smith,  Ash¬ 
ton  and  AYyllie,  swear  “we  were  present  on  the  occasion  of  the  delivery 
of  two  discourses  by  the  Rev.  C.  C.  Grafton,  in  a  student’s  room,  on  the 
evenings  of  December  11  and  12,  1872.  We  were  there  with  some  twenty 
others  at  the  invitation  of  tire  occupant  of  the  room  whom  Mr.  Grafton 
was  visiting.” 

One  witness  swears  (see  page  8),  “that  nothing  in  r  gard  to  the  Holy 
Communion  was  the  subject  matter  of  either  evening.”  Another  thus 
swears  (see  page  12),  “I  am  unable  to  recall  any  allusion  to  the  Holy 
Eucharist  iu  either  address.”  Yet  Prof.  Seymour  now  virtually  admits 
(as  will  be  seen  on  page  4),  that  Mr.  Grafton  taught  that  the  miraculous 
efficacy  of  the  Holy  Eucharist  when  administered  and  received  in  faith, 
equals  in  efficacy  its  alleged  miraculous  power  in  the  Roman  Church. 

On  page  7,  we  learn  from  Mr.  Grafton  that  when  in  England  he  was  a 
member  of  the  Confraternity  of  the  Blessed  Sacrament,  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  his  name  was  ever  taken  from  its  books,  or  that  he  has 
renounced  any  of  its  principles,  a  few  of  which  I  will  quote  from  their 
official  intercessory  paper  of  September,  1874.  It  was  sent  to  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  of  Deputies,  but  being  marked  confidential,  I  asked 
and  obtained  from  the  Superior  General  of  the  Order,  the  Rev.  Dr, 
Ewer,  permission  to  use  it.  “  Tuesday,  September  8 — Prayers  for  the 
right  disposition  of  spirit  for  the  Sacrament  of  Confirmation.” 
“Thursday,  September  10 — The  Blessed  Sacrament,”  a  “cessation 


*; 


9 


of  evening  Communion  in  the  Church.  Restoration  to  the  Anglican 
Communion,  of  the  reservation  of  the  Blessed  Sacrament  for  the  sick  and 
dying.”  “September  17 — a  restoration  of  the  use  of  the  Sacrament  of 
Unction  throughout  the  Anglican  Communion.”  “Ember  Day — Repose 
of  the  souls  of  all  deceased  associates,”  and  “  of  Bishop  Whitehouse.’ 

“  September  24 — Prayers  for  a  Catholic-minded  Bishop  for  Kentucky,  a 
Catholic  Bishop  for  Illinois.” 

The  Rev.  Mr.  Grafton’s  leadership  in  the  Order,  or  Brotherhood  of  St.¬ 
John  the  Evangelist  (Cowley  Brothers)  may  have  interfered  with  his  ac¬ 
tive  membership  or  continuance  in  the  Confraternity  of  the  B.  S.,  as  the 
members  of  his  Brotherhood  think  they  rise  to  a  higher  spiritual  life  by 
taking  the  vow  of  celibacy.  This  is,  as  you  well  know,  a  vow  repudiated 
by  our  Protestant  Church,  because  it  has  been  found  to  be  especially  dan¬ 
gerous,  where,  as  in  this  case,  periodic  auricular  confession  is  urged 
upon  women  as  well  as  upon  men.  As  Mr.  Grafton  preached  the  sermon 
at  the  anniversary  of  the  C.  B.  S.  and  took  a  prominent  part  at  its  busi¬ 
ness  meeting,  by  offering  and  discussing  an  important  resolution,  surely 
Bishop  Coxe  was  fully  justified  in  calling  him  an  active  agent  of  the  sys¬ 
tem  it  sustains. 

By  reference  to  page  11,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  Rev.  Mr.  Grafton’s 
instruction  on  the  second  evening  was  on  what  is  termed  “  The  Religious 
Life,  as  held  by  the  Order  of  St.  John  the  Evangelist.”  It  thus  appears 
that  the  Romish  theory  of  higher  sanctity  in  those  who  on  principle 
abstain  from  marriage,  was  discussed  before  a  large  body  of  students  in 
the  General  Theological  Seminary  without  any  unfavorable  comment  by 
its  acting  Dean,  who  seems  not  to  have  seen  anything  false  or  extrava¬ 
gant  in  the  Rev.  Mr.  Grafton’s  reference  to  the  miraculous  efficacy  of 
Sacramental  Grace. 

I  cannot  properly  weigh  the  moral  force  of  the  testimony  so  freely 
proffered  by  graduates  and  students  of  our  General  Theological  Semi¬ 
nary  unless  I  know  how  many  of  them  have  entered  upon,  or  are  in  sym¬ 
pathy  with  the  retrograde  movement  under  Superior  General  Ewer. 
Some  of  them  were  arrayed  by  him  against  their  professors  (possibly 
Professor  Seymour  excepted).  Some,  in  their  intemperate  zeal  for  the 
Professor  who  sympathizes  with  them,  have  invalidated  their  testimony 
by  swearing  that  Professor  Seymour  did  not  know  of  Mr.  Grafton’s  pre¬ 
arranged  visit  to,  or  his  lecturing  in  the  Seminary.  Surely  the  taking 
an  oath  that  another  man  did  not  know  of  an  event,  is  swearing  to  what 
could  not  be  known,  and  looks  as  if  something  was  to  be  covered  up  ;  and 
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swearing  that  an  event  known  to  every  student  in  the  Seminary  was  un¬ 
known  to  the  man  whose  business  it  was  to  know  it,  shows  a  low  condi¬ 
tion  both  of  intelligence  and  morals.  The  Rev.  Mr.  Grafton  does  not 
seem  to  consider  such  an  oath  improper,  for  he  thus  wrote  to  me  under 
date  of  November  6tb,  and  sent  a  copy  of  the  letter  for  publication  in  the 
next  issue  of  the  Churchman,  “  I  have  taken  my  oath  that  Dr.  Seymour 
did  not  give  me  access  to  the  students,  or  know  anything  about  my  having 
any  conference  with  them.” 

That  Bishop  Coxe  far  understated  the  case  will,  I  think  be  clear  to 
every  impartial  investigator,  and  the  respect  of  the  laity  for  the  Bishops 
who,  by  virtue  of  their  office,  and  by  authority  from  the  General  Conven¬ 
tion  aie  bound  to  guard  the  General  Theological  Seminary,  will  increase 
when  some  decided  action  is  taken. 

My  feelings  were  ever  thoroughly  kind  towards  the  Rev.  Dr.  Seymour, 
but  duty  to  the  General  Theological  Seminary  and  this  Church  should  lift 
us  above  the  restraining  influence  of  sympathy.  I  called  on  Professor 
Seymour  at  the  Seminary  to  confer  freely  with  him,  before  I  thought  of 
writing  the  letter  published  in  the  Churchman  on  the  4th  of  November. 
That  letter  is  hereto  appended,  it  was  addressed  to  the  Rev.  Dr.  Hough¬ 
ton,  because  in  a  letter  from  him  dated  October  31st,  be  made  this  appeal 
to  me:  “  Is  there  not  some  one  magnanimous  enough  to  effect — at  least 
to  move — a  reconsideration”  of  the  action  in  the  House  of  Deputies  on 
the  Bishop-elect  of  Illinois  ? 

On  hearing  that  Prof.  Seymour,  or  his  friend,  was  inducing  or  allowing 
Seminarians  and  recent  graduates  to  testify  under  oath,  with  a  view  to  the 
publication  of  a  pamphlet,  and  believing  that  it  would  lead  to  a  public 
-scandal  and  eventuate  in  the  forcible  separation  of  Prof.  Seymour  from 
the  Seminary,  I  made  the  following  arrangement  with  the  Rev.  Dr. 
Houghton-  Prof.  Seymour  and  one  or  more  intelligent  lay  friends,  to 
be  selected  by  Dr.  Houghton,  were  to  meet  me  at  his  residence  on  Wed¬ 
nesday  evening,  the  4th  of  November,  to  examine  the  testimony  in  my 
possession,  with  the  view  of  bringing  out  all  the  facts  bearing  on  Mr. 
Grafton’s  visit  to  the  Seminary.  About  a  quarter  of  an  hour  before  the 
time  appointed,  I  received  a  note  from  the  Rev.  Dr.  Houghton,  stating 
that  Dr.  Seymour  declined  the  interview. 

You  will  thus  see,  my  dear  Bishop,  that  I  tried  hard  to  prevent  this 
painful  exposure  of  the  result  of  mal-administration  in  the  Seminary. 
If  I  could  have  a  conference  with  Bishop  Coxe,  the  exposure  would  be 
more  thorough,  but  I  have  not  had  any  communication  with  him  since  I 
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left  New  York,  and  I  do  not  know  where  he  now  is.  It  is  due  to  him 
however  to  state  that  he  has  said,  from  the  first,  “that  he  had  rothing 
to  explain,  nothing  to  corroborate  ;  he  had  very  unwillinglj  given  a  simple 
and  brief  statement  of  what  he  believed  to  be  the  fact  and  he  doubted  not 
every  attempt  to  refute  it  would  bring  out  much  more  that  ought  to  be 
known. ”  I  have  addressed  this  letter  to  you  as  my  Diocesan,  in  the 
expectation  that  you  will  confer  with  some  of  your  fellow-Bishops,  and, 
if  possible,  induce  Dr.  Seymour  to  resign  his  Professorship. 

Yours  very  sincerely, 

Wm.  WELSH. 


BISHOP  COXE  AND  PROFESSOR  SEYMOUR. 

New  York,  Nov.  3,  1874. 

Rev.  G.  H.  Houghton,  d.d. 

Dear  Doctor: — Your  letter  to  me,  enclosing  a  copy  of  a  note  from  the 
Rev.  C.  C.  Grafton,  to  Professor  Seymour,  seems  to  require  a  review  of 
the  whole  subject  as  seen  from  my  standpoint. 

A  Diocese  is  uutrammeled  in  its  selection  of  any  Presbyter  of  good 
standing  not  under  thirty  years  of  age  to  be  its  Bishop-elect,  subject  to 
approval  by  the  General  Convention,  or  the  Bishops  and  Standing  Com¬ 
mittees.  These  bodies,  as  guardians  of  the  gexreral  Church,  have  a 
solemn  and  imperative  duty,  as  well  as  a  legal  and  equitable  right,  to 
determine  as  to  the  entire  fitness  of  a  Bishop-elect  to  be  clothed  with  the 
highest  office  in  the  gift  of  the  Church.  Members  of  the  General  Con¬ 
vention  and  Diocesan  Standing  Committees  are  not  bound  to  assign  any 
reason  for  their  approval  or  disapproval,  which  may  be  personal,  doctri¬ 
nal,  or  a  supposed  inefficiency  in  exercising  discipline.  The  Bishop-elect 
of  Illinois  had  every  usual  and  reasonable  opportunity  for  establishing 
his  fitness  for  the  Bishopric.  He  furnished  Judge  Otis,  the  Illinois 
Deputy  who  was  selected  to  conduct  the  case,  with  complimentary  letters 
from  Bishops  and  others  :  and  these  were  used  freely  before  and  during 
the  sittings  of  the  Convention.  There  seemed  to  be  no  organized  oppo¬ 
sition  or  concert  of  action  on  the  part  of  those  who  opposed  the  approval 
of  the  Bishop-elect. 

When  it  became  apparent  to  me  that  there  would  be  strong  opposition, 
I  foresaw  the  impossibility  of  examining  witnesses  and  of  properly 
adjudicating  the  case  before  a  House  comprising  three  hundred  Deputies. 
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I  suggested  that  testimony  should  be  taken  before  the  Standing  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  on  the  Consecration  of  Bishops,  and  only  the  result 
communicated  to  the  House.  I  think,  fiom  enquiries  made  of  the  most 
influential  members,  that  the  House  w  as  prepared  to  adopt  this  sugges¬ 
tion  ;  but  Judge  Otis,  and  Rev.  Drs.  Fulton,  of  Alabama,  and  De  Koven, 
of  Wisconsin,  the  special  friends  of  the  Bishop-elect,  refused  to  concur 
in  this  arrangement ;  therefore,  out  of  courtesy  to  them  and  their  friend, 
I  abandoned  it.  Hence  the  protracted  discussion,  with  its  unexpected 
result.  The  cause  of  the  Bishop-elect  was  weakened,  and  the  scrutiny 
into  his  conduct  as  Dean  increased,  owing  to  the  strong  lobbying  advo¬ 
cacy  of  his  confirmation  by  members  of  the  Confraternity  of  the  Blessed 
Sacrament  and  those  who  sympathize  with  it  in  extreme  views  of  Eucha¬ 
ristic  adoration.  There  was  no  evidence  that  Professor  Seymour  held 
these  views  ;  but  written  and  oral  testimony  was  produced,  showing  that 
he  had  not  united  cordially  with  his  fellow-Professors  in  banishing  and 
driving  away  from  the  Seminary  “  all  erroneous  and  strange  doctrine,” 
in  accordance  with  his  ordination  vows.  The  then  condition  of  the 
Seminary  is  shown  by  the  following  extract  from  the  address  of  the  Rev. 
F.  C.  Ewer,  D.D.,  Superior-General  of  the  Confraternity  of  the  Blessed 
Sacrament,  delivered  at  its  Annual  Meeting,  at  the  Chuich  of  St.  Igna¬ 
tius,  in  1873.  The  Rev.  Dr.  Forbes  is  the  person  referred  to  in  this  ex¬ 
tract  as  Dean  : 

“Some  months  since,  three  of  our  associates,  students  in  theology, 
were  formally  arraigned  by  the  Dean  aud  Faculty  of  the  General  Theo¬ 
logical  Seminary,  of  which  they  are  members,  for  non-communicating 
attendance  at  the  Holy  Eucharist  in  the  Seminary  chapel.  The  three 
laid  their  embarrassing  situation  before  the  Superior-General  of  this 
Branch,  who  advised  them  to  resist  the  action  of  the  authorities  of  the 
Seminary,  and  if  necessary,  humbly  to  suffer  the  consequences  of  expul¬ 
sion,  which  had  been  threatened.  And  this  partly  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  Rubric  in  the  Communion  service  commanding  non-commu¬ 
nicants  to  leave  the  Church,  either  after  the  prayer  for  the  Church  Mili¬ 
tant,  or  at  any  other  time  during  the  progress  of  the  service  ;  and  that 
the  Faculty  of  the  Seminary  were  not  empowered  either  to  drive  any  man 
to  the  Communion  unshriven,  or,  on  the  other  hand,  to  take  any  action 
tantamount  to  inserting  a  new  Rubric  into  the  Prayer-Book.  More  than 
a  dozen  other  students  joined  our  three  associates  in  their  stand  for  re¬ 
sistance,  and  in  anticipation  of  the  expulsion  of  the  whole,  arrangements 
were  made  for  the  young  men  to  live  together  in  community,  not  far 
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from  New  York,  and  still  to  pursue  tlieir  theological  studies.  After  con¬ 
siderable  action,  however,  and  counteraction — first,  of  the  students, 
secondly,  of  several  of  the  Bishops,  and  thirdly,  of  the  Dean  and  Faculty 
— the  Dean  and  Faculty  retired  from  their  extreme  position,  the  Dean 
subsequently  resigned,  and  as  a  result  the  principle  of  non-communica¬ 
ting  attendance,  and  the  vital  truth  involved  therein,  viz.,  that  the 
Blessed  Eucharist  is  a  Holy  Sacrifice  as  well  as  a  Sacrament,  remained 
successfully  asserted  in  the  General  Theological  Seminary  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Church.  At  one  time  during  the  difficulty  there  was  wavering  on 
the  part  of  some  of  our  remonstrants  ;  but,  I  am  happy  to  say,  this  did 
not  occur  on  the  part  of  either  of  our  three  associates.  They  stood  up 
calmly  and  bravely  through  all,  ready  for  any  consequences,  and  acting 
from  stage  to  stage  of  the  negotiations,  without  the  slightest  hesitation, 
according  to  the  advice  they  were  continually  receiving.” 

About  that  time,  Bishop  Coxe,  hearing  from  his  students  of  the  nature 
and  extent  of  these  injurious  outside  influences,  made  an  official  visita¬ 
tion  to  the  Seminary.  He  met  the  Faculty,  and,  in  the  presence  of  the 
Bishop  and  the  other  Professors,  Dean  Seymour  acknowledged  that  the 
Rev.  C.  C.  Grafton  had  been  at  the  Seminary  conferring  with  the 
students.  It  appears  from  evidence  just  printed,  that  he  delivered  two 
discourses  on  the  evenings  of  December  11  and  12,  1872,  in  the  students’ 
room,  to  twenty  or  thirty  of  the  students.  Five  of  these  students  have 
also  testified  that  Father  Grafton  taught  no  unsound  doctrine,  but  the 
doctrinal  standard  of  these  students  is  unknown  to  me,  and  others  have 
testified  that  the  most  extravagant  views  of  the  Eucharist  were  enuncia¬ 
ted.  Bishop  Coxe  and  one  of  the  Professors,  who  was  present,  and  whom 
I  have  seen  twice  within  a  few  days,  testified  that  Dean  Seymour  did  not 
then  intimate  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  visit  of  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Graftou,  who  not  only  lectured,  but  had  been  domiciliated  in  the  Semi¬ 
nary.  From  what  the  Dean  said  at  that  interview  they  all  believed  that 
he  confessed  to  the  knowledge  of  the  visit  at  the  time,  and  they  so  stated 
it,  and  one  of  them  wrote  it  at  that  time.  Dean  Seymour  then  and  there 
justified  the  visits  of  Mr.  Grafton  by  certifying  to  his  good  character  and 
his  right  to  visit  the  Seminary  because  he  is  a  Presbyter  of  the  Church 
in  good  standing.  The  impression  made  on  the  minds  of  all  those  pre¬ 
sent,  and  also  of  Professor  Buel  on  another  occasion,  was  strong  and 
natural — that  Mr.  Grafton’s  visit  was  known  to  Dean  Seymour  at  the 
time.  The  following  is  the  only  solution  that  occurs  to  me  of  the  seem¬ 
ing  discrepancy  between  Dean  Seymour’s  statement  on  the  one  hand  and 


that  of  Bishop  Coxe  aud  the  two  Professors  on  the  other  ;  Dean  Sey¬ 
mour’s  combativeness  may  have  been  so  fully  aroused  as  to  cause  him  to 
defend  his  alleged  right  to  allow  all  Presbyters  access  to  the  Seminary, 
instead  of  insisting  then  and  there  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the  visit  or 
sojourn  of  Mr.  Grafton. 

Bishop  Coxe’s  statement  that  Father  Grafton  is  either  “an  active 
agent  of  the  C.  B  S.,  or  of  the  system  it  sustains,”  is  proven  by  the 
following  indisputable  facts  recorded  in  the  Church  Journal  of  October 
4,  1873  : 

“  At  eleven  o’clock  High  Mass  was  celebrated  at  the  Church  of  St. 
Mary  the  Virgin,  of  which  the  Secretary  of  the  C.  B.  S  ,  the  Rev.  T. 
McKee  Brown,  is  Rector.  The  altar  of  the  Church  is  of  white  marble, 
and  one  of  the  finest  in  America.  The  musical  portion  of  the  Mass  was 
effectively  rendered  by  the  efficient  choir  of  St.  Mary’s.  The  Superior- 
General  was  the  celebrant,  and  the  Rev.  Father  Grafton,  S.  S.  J.  Ee 
was  the  preacher.  The  sermon  was  a  logical  discourse  on  the  Blessed 
Sacrament,  from  the  words  ‘This  do  in  remembrance  of  Me.’  Father 
Grafton  began  by  saying  that  the  Sacrament  was  a  Commemoration,  a 
Communion,  and  a  Sacrifice.  He  dismissed  the  first  two  points  with 
only  a  passing  remark,  his  object  being  this  morning  to  consider  the 
much  disputed  question  of  the  Sacrifice.  He  asked,  first,  what  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  a  sacrifice?  A  priest,  an  altar,  and  an  offering,  and  he  proceeded 
to  show  that  each  of  these  three  is  distinctly  set  forth  in  the  Prayer 
Book,  in  connection  with  the  Sacrament  of  the  Altar,  and  that  therefore 
the  Church  presents  her  Holy  Eucharist  to  her  children  as  a  Sacrifice. 
Then  speaking  very  briefly  of  the  Zvvinglian  and  Receptionist  theories, 
aud  showing  their  untenableness,  he  closed  with  an  earnest  appeal  to  all 
present,  and  especially  to  his  brothers  in  the  Priesthood,  to  hold  firmly 
and  teach  faithfully  the  great  doctrines  of  the  Real  Presence,  and  the 
Sacrifice  of  the  Altai’,  and  he  added,  ‘  As  Christ  is  with  us  daily  on  our 
Altars,  let  every  faithful  soul  draw  near  to  Him,  and  let  every  life  be 
entirely  conformed  to  His  life.’ 

“The  Rev.  Father  Grafton  next  introduced  the  following: 

“  Resolved,  That  the  American  branch  of  the  C.  B.  S.  place  upon 
record  its  grateful  appreciation  of  the  part  taken  by  the  Rev.  W.  J.  E. 
Bennett,  of  Frome  Selwood,  England,  in  the  recent  vindication  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  Anglican  Church  touching  the  most  Holy  Sacrament  of 
the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ,  and  that  the  Secretary  be  instructed  to 
send  to  Mr.  Bennett  a  copy  of  this  resolution.’ 
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“Before  puttmg  it  to  vote,  he  remarked  with  great  earnestness  upon 
the  severe  trials  through  which  Mr.  Bennett  had  passed,  upon  his  un¬ 
wearied  patience  and  perseverence  in  surmounting  the  most  formidable 
obstacles,  upon  the  great  work  he  had  accomplished  in  St.  Barnabas, 
Pimlico,  and  also  in  Frome  Selwood,  and  upon  the  singular  purity  and 
nobleness  of  his  character. 

“The  Rev.  Dr.  Batterson  seconded  Ihe  resolution  adding  his  own 
testimony  to  Mr.  Bennett’s  worth  and  work,  from  personal  acquaintance 
during  a  visit  made  some  months  since  to  Frome  Selwood. 

“The  reso!ution  was  adopted.” 

The  letters  from  Bishop  Coxe,  to  which  you  refer,  were  not  gratuitously 
thrust  upon  the  House  of  Deputies.  A  highly  commendatory  letter  from 
Bishop  Potter  had  been  read.  Bishop  Coxe’s  letter  was  addressed  to 
and  written  at  the  request  of  Judge  James  M.  Smith,  of  Buffalo,  one  of 
the  Lay  Deputies  from  Western  New  York.  When  its  accuracy  was 
questioned  by  the  Bishop-elect,  I  procured  a  confirmatory  letter  written 
a  year  before,  which  was  corroborated  by  the  testimony  of  Professor 
Buel,  part  of  which  was  also  written  a  year  since.  This  testimony  aided 
in  confirming  the  assertion  made  by  several  Deputies,  that  the  Bishop- 
elect  held  views  of  the  let-alone  policy  like  those  recently  enunciated  by 
the  Rector  of  Trinity  Church,  and  published  by  its  vestry. 

That  the  Rev.  Dr.  Seymour  has  a  right  to  hold  such  views  may  per¬ 
haps,  in  charity  be  accorded  to  him  ;  but  that  it  would  be  right  to  entrust 
the  powers  of  the  Bishopric  at  such  a  time  as  this  to  one  who  holds  these 
views,  would,  in  my  judgment,  be  creating  another  centre  for  fostering 
and  propagating  errors  that  this  Convention  has  j  ust  condemned.  D  uring 
the  discussion  it  became  evident  that  no  Bishop-elect  could  get  the 
approval  of  the  House  of  Deputies  who  practised  Eucharistic  Adoration 
or  periodic  auricular  Confessions,  or  who  did  not  feel  bound  actively  to 
drive  away  these  and  other  mediaeval  practices  that  are  fostered  by  some 
otherwise  worthy  members  of  this  Church.  I  have  written  this  letter 
with  the  hope  of  promoting  peace  and  of  removing  suspicions  from 
honorable  men. 

Yours  very  sincerely, 

War.  WELSH. 


